3/8/72 


hr* Richard Vawter, Director of Information 
Denoral services Administration 
Washington, D*C. 20405 

Dear hr* Vawter, 

Your letter of the: sixth provides an excellent illustration of the reasons the 
correspondence between the Ar cl lives and mo had become so voluminous and burdensome. 

It is still not possible for me to comb all thv. files to give you precise citations in 
each > are, but I will give you enough bo tliat, unless the effort is obstructed, you may, 
should you ao deoiro, luain the truth where tliat is in question. 

1# Timex for rerrponsc . ,l Youx can assist’* in reducing what I will feel called, upon to 
address by eliminating such self-serving declarations as that with wliioh you conclude this 
paragraph* The quoted woruB are yours. What is explanation in your paragraph is reasonable 
and provides the answer I have to this moment sought without response* I thank you for tlajr. 
But what you do not address is requests for identified individual documents. I gave you 
several examples. You said you would provide copies of the covering letters with which 
these things the Archive?:- told you they liad sent me and 1 said they had not. Those are 
the documents recently sent with the claim tyey liad been sent earlier, a claim 1 labelled 
false. I think that in fairness to the record you should have com itted what you learned 
to paper, and in writing to me. 


2. l-iemorqndum ox' Transfer . Your single sentence is accurate but iaddequato. I have 
r ised additional point to which there has been no response. 

a) Under the American *-oH Lines decision, wore the reasons for withholding 
both true and applicable, they no longer obtain. Thu government waived its sight to 
witlihola under thi decision by use in the Clark panel report. 

hi b) Tho agoncy of paramount interest, the Secret Service, ruled otherwise and 
gave the Archives a copy for it to give me. If there is statutory authority for ovorw 
ruling the becret borvico on this 1 would appreciate a copy or citation of it. tfitli- 


out this authority, and aa I rood 5 U.B.C. 552 it is not there, I believe it ia 
improperly witiihald from me. 

o) The contents of tills memorandum have boon described to mo by the Jocrot 
Service and they are not of a nature to justify tho interpretation in fir. Johnson's 
letter. x his ia not a medical file but a receipt, ana it is a receipt that covers tho 
transfer of public property and official exhibits of a public, official proceeding. 

But were tills thu case, the medical contents have boon made public by the government, 
in the Clark panel reporjr and by o Dior means, thus waiving tliat provision. Vurthor- 
moro, this is a reason in contradiction to tho earlier reason given me for refusing 
mo this same receipt, that it was a ’‘private" paper entrusted into the keeping of 
tho lirchives for safety. 

d) The opening of fir. Johnson's letter is imprecise. The decision wan not a 
refusal "to make available" but a refusal to forward wliat had been made available, 
and I had been told by thu becret Service. I think the legal distinction is important 
and the factual distinction is ovbious. 

e) Liven in uLu. sense in wiiich it i.i written, tho penultimate paragrpah of a«t. 
phnson 1 3 letter fails to a duress wliat is controlling and is not subject to bureaucratic 

semantics* He makes no reference to the controlling court decisions. I have cited one. 
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f)Tho final oaragrftf^ i of this lett .r revoi'ses the rolos in the uabtor in question# 
Under the law, sliould the government elect to seeks such on opinion, io in upt to uho 
government to get it under the Attorney General 1 a interpretation of the law, not the 
applicant# The i-ciaoranduui is oxplicit on this point# Jut if there is a question of 
“invasion of privacy", as tJiere i 3 not and cannot be by t:u. nature of thi3 receipt, 
that has already been violated by the government by use of the document, a uso that 
exceeds tile requirement of the controlling decision in that it was a .pub&g U3e. 

G ) bvon if all tlie claims mado were relevant and applicable, they have now been 
rendered void by the granting of access to the material covered b^/ the receipt and the 
attendant international publicity generated by hr# John Lattiner# 

h) to# Johnson 1 □ reservation of the right to ovorrule the opinion of "authorized 
representative" (f above) is, 1 believe, outside his discretion or autiiority and puts 
the entire natter in true perspective. 

For the foregoing reasons# 1 file tills as a new appeal for a copy oi tiiis document# 

Plnturea of hxhlbits 5 c T3-5 *7ou 3^y the ..rcliives does not liavo the letter iron mr* 
Marshall 1 quoted# There ax*e two relevant letters# I personal^' sent both to the -nrcluvist 
and he lias both additionally because they are exiiibits attached to my Complaint in Civil 
Action 2569-70# 

According to the Attorney Generali Memorandum, the obligation under the law is tiiat 
of thu agency to widch 1 males application* Xi the agency to which i make application cannot 
or says it cannot comply with the request, it is obligated to refer it# xlic negatives in 
question are part ox th«..* record of the Warren Comiiilssion, riot oi the department oi Justice* 

In my view they are required to have been transferred perauant to the applicable executive 
order* If tills was not done# the fault is not mine nor does the law impose your obligation 
upon mo. It is a technical impossibility ton make copies of what is in the ia’ci&ves 1 files# 

I have paid for them and if you dispute tiiis, 1 will brin b them in an you can seea tho 
opinion of the competent pliotogruphor who made those negatives at tlifi imrehives oi your own 
dbA photograplier# The net effect is to deny me copies of official exhibits# These are not 
properly described as you do, "the original X*’BI negatives" • X have a copy oi the directive 
under which they were made for the Warren Commission# 

If this is not now done for me# I ask that this be regarded as my appeal# 

(Returning to 2 above, please include description to me by i v ir# Burke Ma rsha l l . ) 

* 

4 # Refusal of cony of ra/wfamliv contract *You have beui misinformed iind incompletely 
informed on this# as I also was# The second paragraph of ur# Bohwer's letter of January 30, 

1968 i 3 deceptive# I am satisfied the deception wan neither by nor intended by Jr* dahmar. 

I am also satisfied that ha did not mako the decision. There io more than one deception, 
but with regard to all, I do not believe f»r* Bahmer was responsible* I have raised two 
separate questions where X tliink more than 5 C*B#C 352 io applicable# One is the alleged 
conditions, which were not subject to change by the lapse of time* If they coula be invoked 
to deny mo a copy of this contract, they were forever applicable or overy position thw govern- 
ment has taken on ever other such record is spurious* TJo other is the violation ox regulations 
in denying the first applicant at least equality of access, ^t was adding insult to injury 
to 3 end me a copy and then charge me for tnat after and some time after publication. 

5# Refusal to reolaco and govJLcte copies of missing mb lic :Un oration* 5 J.B.C. 552 
is not, in my belief, all that obtains# It is all you address# I believe under o tiler law, 
regulation and practise the ;irchive3 does have this responsibility and obligation# The next 
statement you make you make, I am confident# in good faith, but it io utterly false# xho 
Archives iollowu this practise generally, not just with me# The frequency oi ->ueii requests 
from me, were evon this true, is outside the law, which lias no such exemption* 1 dispute 
that x have asked for so many co des of public information uli.t th .archives claims to have 
lost# They keep records and can give you prompt proof# I cliallonge it# I regret your uniutdl- 
iarity with the law and regulations, to which I attribute the other irrelovoncies# however. 




even ii for tlio sake of argument we accept tlio vorsiou you give, the lav; is unequivocal in 
requiring referral, U 3 tim kkttomoy General 1 u hemorandum says. The iircliivos in wltiiout 
the rig) it or autiiority to determine wixat it considers "appropriato". Referral l>y it is 
mandatory. In anticipation of what nay be one response, I quote you thi„ additional wording: 
"uvery effort should bo made to avoid cucuabering the applicant's oath uith procedural 
obstacles when these essentially internal Government problems arise. " She Archives Ioeg of 
its o n tiles, which is its explanation, is exclusively an internal matter. iu id, I interw 
pret thi3 lungtiuge to place upon the .a-chivcs the responsibility for correcting its own 
mistakes ana fro a the recor ds it keeps refer each request for ti«t public information it 
claims not to have or to replace its own missing files and supply copies from thom . 

If tins is not dona, then this letter is my appoal. 


b * executive bea^ionj . As a general statement, wiint you say is responsive. However, 
varyin, ; reasons were given for refusing my specific requests for specific pages. To tlveee 
your explanation doos not respond, for these specific requests are also separate 'from 
any "recent developments in the statuix of the law." also, varying reasons for given 
different applicants. I ask for a review of tho spocifio refusals separate from any now 
interpretation. ~ ’ 


T’here remains between us a question you said you would addres.i when you phoned me. 

That is tne question of trutlifulness. I recognize it is possible for any of U 3 with the best 
of intentions to make a taiatake. I have recently learned tiat I made ono, and the next tine 
I see the person involved in the Archives, I will extend my personal apology. In this long 
correspondence, I an aware of but this ulnglu mistake by me. This is an important Question 
Qucause i prize my integrity. It is important to you because you really are dependant upon 
the information you are given, Avon if you did not have a multitude of other duties, as I 
am our<; you do, you cannot possibly have any personal knowledge of such mutters. One of tho 
odvxoub consequences of your being , given false, incomplete or inadequato information is your 
maicuq. wrong decision, wiiich can then be followed by one by iu’» ^ohnsoi* > liiah r».->n then 
be followed by needless litigation. This JigS happened. I have gone to the very moment of 
hearing and then bean given what had boon improperly withheld from me. Tho enormous cost 
to tho government ulono should bo of concern wit Ivin tho government, as should the waste 
ox tneir time by those for whom it is wasted. Aside from this, there remains the question 
oi tne law and the obligation of everyone in the government to adhere to it. And under 
too law, such things are abusive and needlessly costly, in my caae also damaging, to the 
applicant, do, i hope that at soixj point we will confront this question ana resolve it. 


iou say tlvat "uncomplicated" requests are usually liUed within five days of receipt of 
-me request by the proper branch. Today is tho eighth day after a simple request 1 uade by 
phone, i or records filed under ono particular name. I am not luaidag a big deal out of it, 
ana I recognizo that 3uch tilings as work-pressures, illness or leaves can account for it. 
me point I am making is that thiB just never happens with ay requests. . 


Jincerely, 


liarola 


